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A BSTPJCT

Phis study was designed to identify and evaluate the recruit-

ment strategies for and enrollment motivation of students enrolled

in and completing Learning Skills minicourses and to determine the

effectiveness of the minicourses through the development and adMan-

astration of a student evaluation survey. This survey was administered

to all students completing Learning Skills minicourses dur ng

the Fall 1976 semester.

The data revealed that (/) the class Schedule and College

counselors w: e the most effective recruiting agents; ( a majority

of students were attracted to minicourses chiefly because of the

courses' intensive nature; (3) a majority of students perceived that

in-class activity sessions constituted the most effective instructional

strategy; (4) a majori y of students evaluated their experience in

minic u aes as "ve y" or "extremely" helpful. Chi-square compa ison

of the responses of two subgroups, one of which was identified as and

determined to fit more closely the non traditional student profile

as discussed and examined by Rou _he (1976), revealed a significant

difference on only two survey lte both of which dealt with prefer-

ences concerning instructional strategi-s

implications of and recommendations concerning the study's

findings were dig'cussed and included, on the local level, recommenda-

tions involving changes in recruitment strategies and emphases, and,

on the national level, recommendations concerning increased activity

in the area of research involving the attitudinal and behavioral

disposition of non traditional students.
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INTRODUCTION

Sta amen t the Problem

Learning Skills minicourses are courses that are a component of El

Cami College's academic supprt system designed to help students improve

those coiznication skills that are vital to student success in most

academic courses. Miniccurses are not designed to be remedial or

developmental courses as such, inasmuch as they are not listed in the

College Catalog as pre-college level courses Or as part of an entry or

preparatory system. Fur,her students are not placed in or tracked into

these courses via a disqu%lifying -core on a standardize- exam or by

virtue of low high school grades. Rather, the courses are scheduled so

that the student can enroll 4n and complete them whil

before he takes other courses in the college curriculum. In fact, it

recommended that a zitudent enrolling in a min course -Is° be con-

currently enrolled in at least one other college course requiring tex

and tests and hopefully requiring course-related skills in reading,

ing, outlining, listening, notetaking, and test-taking.

The l arning skills minicourses presently offered consist of Learn-

ing Skills 20, Prewriting Workshop; Learning Sk'lls 25 Workshop in

Critical Thinking; Learning Skills 30, Workshop in Te -Taking; and

Learning Skills 35, Listening-Notetak ng Workshop. These minicourses

are defined in the "Definitio of Ter et section of this practicu and



the terms minicourse and workshop are c nsidered as convertible terms

for the purpose of Eh Alper.

Because -t is, then, difficult to classify these minicour

purely remedial, day_22202.1_, or traditional those in the academic

community who find these designations comfortable are disturbed by the

courses' lack of convenient categorization--and even by their existence.

Phis might be expected; for like som- other innovative instruct onal

approaches, minicourses reflect an attitude of dissent from the rather

commonly and tacitly accepted notions that

== a standard English coarse sequence is an accepted pattern and

therefore a more reliabl --or defensible--vehicie for develop-

ing c mmunication skills (see Worthen, 1967);

-- the lecture-classroom, three-unit course is the most viable

medium for conditioning students to apprehend the communication

skills necessary for college-level learning (see Milton, 1972);

typical sem -length developmental reading and/or writing

course (see Sweiger, 1972) is sufficient to prepare studen

perform effectively in other cou ses;

-- students should be tracked into a prescribed curricular sequence

because they are unable to make prudent discriminations conce n-

ing the specific treatments they need to build co -un cation

skills (see Sweig 1972);

credit/no credit courses are ineffective low-grade service

courses that lack acadeadc integrity, -specially because they

do not assign grades indicative of levels of attainment and

avoid hierarchical grading (see Milton, 1972);
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students should qualify on a nationally-normed achievement or

aptitude test before enyaging ii the standarc college cu cu-

lu (see S eiger, 1972);

the use of media, however enlightened or integral to the course

objectives, is essentially a crutch and is inferior to a prima

ily lecture-oriented delivery system (Worthen, 1967);

-- courses designed to respond to student interest or to st ted

and immediate student need attract a population of students

whose academic intentions are suspe (Vaughan, Elosser, and

Flynn, 1976).

In violating so many of the traditional expectation of post-

secondary education, the minicourse, and perhaps deservedly, comes

under attack because it does not closely enough resemble the standard

"model I" model of instructional design and scope described and

explained by Cross (1974). Consequently, this study is one answer

to the charge that the minicourse should undergo evaluative scrutiny

in order to prove it elf as deserving a place in the curriculum.

The Significance of this Study_

That communication-oriented minioourses are evaluated at all

appear, to be of some significance in itself. A review of the profes-

sional literature indicates that thus far minicourse practitioners _ id

researchers apparently have reported only literature that reflects

course descriptions and expectations (see Scarafiotti and Schoolland,

2974; Spaulding, 1974), although one practitioner has reported outcomes

that are glowing in terms of student success in subsequently taken con-

t nt courses (Editors of Change, 1976).
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Given the prolific lite ature on ins_ uctional evaluation

so_ewhat surpris ng that forma.ive and sunimatv e. studies concernin

cou se effectivenes- have exerted only very modest influence an in

tional and curricular change or improv_ ent (Wittrock, 1973). Also,

conside ing the controversies that have arisen over the validity and

accuracy of research de igns calculated ta measure.course asd pragram

effectiveness (see Fairbanks, 1975; Meeth, 2976; Sherman, 1976; Trent

and Cohen, 1973), the problem of choosing and/or fashioning a design

becomes at best troublesome. Although writers agree that cantrov rsy

is and perhaps inevitably, far from resolve entl at appears that seven

identifiable methods and styles of instructional evaluation have emerged

and, in different dimensions and frequencies, have entered the evaluative

arena. These designs and approach-s are represented in the following

models or cr =eria:

1. Pre-post-tests on standardized achievement tests

2. Pre-post-tests on criterion-referenced tests instructor or

department authored)

3. Grade point average after o-mpletion of evaluated course

4. Success in a course for which the course being evaluated

serves as prerequisite

S. Attrition in the course being evaluated and/a_ attrition or

dra_ ut rate in other courses for which the evaluated cou-

serves as corridor, preparation, or prerequisite

6. Cost-effectiveness, usually measured in terms of ins uctar-

hour/student-contact ratio or WSCH

7. Student evaluation

8
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/
For the purposes of evaluating the effectiveness of minicourses,

Models 1-6 were n t considered feasible or isplicable for following

reasons

Model 1. = Standardized tests that measure the discrete skills

entertained in inicourses are not available.

Model 2. = Development and refinement of valid and reliabl ins_ u-

ments for this purpose require more time than can be

all wed and still comply with Nova requirements for

practicum schedules.

Model 3. - This would involve a longitudinal study that again

would interfere with practicum schedule requirements.

Model 4- Minicourses do not serve as prerequisites; therefore

the design is inappropriate.

Model 5. = Attrition rates in minicourses are already known, and

developing comparative data on attrition rates an courses

concurrently and subsequently taken would involve pre-

sently impossible-t -achieve control grouping as well as

a longitudinal study-

Model 6. - This factor is already known.

Therefore, for the purposes of this study, a student evaluation

survey instrument was developed (see survey, Appendix A) while following

prescribed designs and principles (s e Sorenson, 1973; Sherman, 1976;

Thomas, 1976).

The Object ves of this Study

The objectives of this study were five-fold:
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1. to determine the avenue that directed students to minicourses

(as zef2ecoci & 2, Appencii A);

2. to determine the re sons why students enroll in minicours

(as reflected in items 3 & 4);

3. to evaluate aspects of the inicourses' design and methods

(as reflected in items 5-8

4. to evaluate the overall effectiveness of minicourses (as

reflected in items 9 6 10);

5. to determine whether students' reason (motivation) for enroll-

ing in and comple -'ng minicourses (see item 4, response 3),

has any predictive value in determining course effectiveness

explained later in this practicum under "Procedure for

Treating Data").

Assump_tions

Because the evaluation survey followed a recommended design and

implementation (see Thomas, 1976), it is_ proposed that the following

assumptions were valid or reasonable

1. Students rponding to an anonymous survey completed after

grades for the courses had been announced responded with frank-

ness and without intimidation.

2. Being informed that their collective and individual responses

would be considered seriously as course content and methods

are reviewed, students responded with due reflection and

delibe ation.

3. Student's involved in minicourses had a right -.2, register their
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perceptions concerning the worth of the courses and had some

Pecation of cLte.rfliinirq the contin ance, dire

improvement of the courses.

liEpotheses

Six hypotheses were tested. These are listed together with a

rationale for choosing the response criterion for each hypo h sis.

thesis One: More than fifty studentS will respond to response #3,

the survey. (This crite i n was deemed

prudent, for if an N of fifty were not achieved, then

it would be actuarially difficult to render cells of

sufficient size that would lend them elves to chi-
.

square analysis.)

Hypothesis Two: More than fifty percent of stidents will respond to

responses 3 and 4, item 5, on the survey. (Since

item 5 is designed to reveal whether stud t ' stated

expectations had been fulfilled by the minicourse,

it was assumed that more than fifty percent of st

dents completing minicourses would have t1 f r expecta-

tions fulfilled if recruitment strategies had been

forthright and not mdsleading.)

Hy othesis Three: Mcbv than fifty percent of students will respond to

responses 3 and 4, item 6, on the survey. (Since

it was assumed that a majority of students would be

following the recommended enrollment patte n by con-

currently taking other courses that requ red the--



skills being treated in minicourses, it was therefore

assumed that a simple majorjty of s-tuden-Es shou2 4

find minicou se treatment immediately helpful in

their concurrent curricular pursuits.)

Hupo esis u More than fifty percent of students will respond to

responses 4 and 5 on items 9 and 10 of the survey.

(In order to show that minicourses are ffective both

in mparison with other courses offered on campus

as well as their effectiveness in terms of overall

hesis ive:

ilyPo

student appraisal, it is posited that a simple m

ity of students completing minicotwses should judge

the courses to be very or extremely helpful to them.)

More than fifty percent of students will not respond

to any one of the five response possibilities in

tem 8 of the survey. (Since item 8 was desianed to

reflect a y negative student attitudes toward methods

and approaches used in minicourses, it was ass -ed

that a simple majority would not find any single

method or approe '
so ineffective as to occasion more

than a fifty pe -pons )

sis Six: Students responding to respons #3, item 4 of the

survey will, on items 1-3 and items 5-10, sh

significant difference at the .05 level of confidence

when compared with those students responding to

response alternatives 1 4, and 5 on said item

12
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and survey and as measured by the chi-s-uare statiS-

iical technlquia. (This hypothesls was devised to

direct the study so that student motivation reaSon)

for taking a minicourse could be (1) identified and

then (2) studied as a possible oredictive fa tor in

determining future recruitment efforts and revising

course methods and content.)

Definitions of Terms

Minicourse = a term convertible with the term workshop; a one-unit,

non-transfer, credit/no credit, non-prerequi-' lecture-activity course

(1) emphasizing development of reading, writing, listening, notetaking

and test-taking skills, (2) involving e ghteen hours of instruction over

a six-week period, (3) utilizing appropriate media and technology in

the instructional process, and (4) asSigning individualized, prescribed,

out-of-class and usually audio-tutorial modules or activities for stu-

dents who request or need additional treatment.

GroupLa= comprised of those students _ responding to response 3,

item 4, of the evaluation survey and therefore identified as those stu-

dents that best fit the category of students who benefit from the non

traditional and mediated approaches and aw studied and described by

Roueche (1976).

Group B = comprised of those students responding to response

4, and 5, item 4, of the evaluation surv y being distinguished from

Group A, and therefore id ntified as students less likely to correspond

with those studied and described by Roueche (1976).

__, 2,

13
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PROCEDURE

The Stud zesir

The study used an anonymous student survey (see Appendix A) admi

istered after completion of the course and after grade assignment in

order to (1) determine the avenue that directed students to the course,

(2) determine students' reasons for enrolling in the course, (3) eval-

uate aspects of the courses' design and methods (4) evaluate the over-

all effectiveness of the courses and (5) determine whether students'

motivation (expre sed reason) for taking the courses has any predictive

value-in determining course effectiveness. After the initial draft of

the survey had been devised, rainicourse instructors read and edited the

first version, which, after revision, was submitted to twelve former

minicourse students, who took the survey then confe red with this partici-

pant concerning ambiguous items or wording that mdght lead to inco _

ency of interpretation. Such field-testing completed, the student

evaluation survey was again revised and then reproduced in final form

and as exhibited in Appendix A.

The SarrjEls_s

The samples consisted of all students completing Learning Skills

20, 25, 30, and 35 taken at El Camino College during the fall 1976

se Tster (11=141).

Data collect:1On Procedures

After the student evaluation survey instrument had been administered

at the end of all min courses held during the fal/ 2976 semester, data

derived from student responses w re collected as follows.
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1. All responses from student surveys were mark-sensed on

computer-compatThl esponse sheets.

2. All written responses in answer to "Ot " c gori

hand recokded, grouped, and generically categorized when

possible-

3. All response sheets were submitted for computer analysis and

the results of this tabulation as well as the data der ved

from step 2 above were augmented to produce a comprehensive

response tabulation (see Appendix B).

4. Response sheets for those students responding to response #3.

item 4, of the survey, were separated from response sheets

representing al/ other students involved in the study, and the

data derived from both groups were tabulated separately and as

displayed in Appendix C.

5. The responses derived from step 4 above were arranged in cells,

and certain cells were eliminated or coalesced in instances

that required this adjustment and as indicated in Appendix D.

These data were submitted to chi-square comparison analysis

procedure and results of this comparison are li ted in Appen-

dix D.

r Treating Da a

verify or negate the aforementioned hypotheses, the dat_ col-

lected were treated to obtain the following results.

Rgpothesis One. Since 81 students or 57.42; responded to response 3,

item 4 (see Appendix B, item 4) Hypothe is One was accepted and an
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actuarial situation conducive to chi-square application was achieved.

Hypothesis mio. Siaol 73 stulenks or 52.7% responded:.to responses

3 and 4, item 5 (see Appendix B, item 5),_ Hypothesis Two was accepted.

Hypothesis Three. Since 93 students or 66% responded to responses

3 and 4, item 6 (see Appendix B, item 6) Hypothesis Three was accepted.

Hypothesis Four. Since 96 students or 68.1% responded to responses

4 and 5, item 9; and since 103 students or 73% responded to responses

3 and 4, item 10, Hypothesis Four was accepted (see Appendix 8, items

9 and 10).

4ypothesis Five. Since no more than 39 or 27.7% of the students

responded to any one response category in item 8, Hypothesis Five was

accepted (see item 8, Appendix 13).

Hypothesis Six . Chi-Square comparison of Group A and Group B

respons to items 1-3 and items 5-10 of the student evaluation survey

(see Appendix D) indicates that Hypothesis Six was rejected except

th t the item 3 comparison proved to be significant at the .01 level of

confidence, and the item 7 comparison proved to be significant at the

.001 level of confidence; Therefore, except for items 3 and 7, both

of which reflect attitudes towards specific features, methods, and/or

approaches inherent and emphasized in minicourses, *t appears that

Group A and Group B do not differ appreciably in their evaluation of

minicourses; nor is there a significant difference in the kind of

recruitment strategies that persuaded them to enroll in the course (s).

4

Discussion, Implications and Recommendations

Discussion

The first objective of this study was to determine the avenue that

16
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direc ed students to and influenced them to enroll in minicourses. It

Ls intresting -to note that the clQss Schedule cendL-aat Co12ega coun-

selors were most influential in apprising stud'nts _II the minicourses'

existence (see item 1, Appendix B). _However, in tcrms of influence

(see item 2), only counselors seem to be very persuasive, and, interest-

ingly, 31 students or 22 perc nt viewed themselves as being the

"fact " that persuaded them to enroll in a minicourse. That so many

students perceived this influence as "inte nal" is enigmatic; however,

that counselors seem to be consistently the agency that int= stu-

dents about minicourses and are also the agents who influence students

to take mdnicourses is certainly worthy of notice in terms of recruit-

ment.

Also related to recruitment strategies and to the second objtive

of this study is the data derived from item 3 of this survey. These

da indicate that 97 or 68.8 percent of the students perceive that

they were attracted to enroll in minicourses because these courses

concentrate on a single learning skill, and 25 or 17.7 percent of the

students were attracted because minicourses were only six weeks in

duration (see item 3, Appendi B). But perhaps more significant, and

in terms of internal motivating factors, is the fact that their chief-
reason for enrolling in a minicourse was to "become a more efficient

and self-confident learner for your own satisfaction." This response

level was more than twice as gr. eat as any of the response levels

registered in the other four response categories (gee item 4, Appen-

dix B). Thus, inasmuch as Roueche _ study (1976) indicates that

students wishing to build self-confidence and to learn more effectively

17
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are those that (1) are less interested in "degreesman hip" and (2) are

more. interestea in bu_ildihg life-re2a.zed 1egrnin g skills and-that-the-Se_

students are more deserving of attention as curriculum is revis d, it

is interesting that more than half of the students enrolled in mini-

courses appear to fill Roueche description.

The third objective of the study was to evaluate the minicourses'

design and methods. Item 5 was designed to measure course satisfaction

d/or effectiveness in terms of student expectation upon entering the

courses and, as has been indicated, the re ponse criteraon for the item

was barely exceeded. Responses to item 6 were even more encouraging

because students were asked to indicate whether the content or skills

building strategies involved in minicourses were immediately effective

in helping students to achieve in concurrent courses, and the 66 p

cent positive response to this item is encouraging (see item 6, Appen-

dix B). Again the data derived from item 7 (see Appendix B) are

inter sting inasmuch as the percentage of student responses rather

closely approximate the percentage of time exerted to carry out each

method or approach listed. Therefore, student perceptions on this

suggest that minicourse practitioners should not be overly con-

cerned about revision of delivery tactics. However, the fact that

39 students or 27.7 percent indicated that "prescribed out-of-class

activities, projects, or modules" were least helpful or useful to

students is interpreted as either (1) indication that few students had

been gssigned to or had participatedin such activities or (2) one

quarter of the students did not indeed find such measures or tactics

useful.

18



In terms of the fourth objective of this study, evaluating the

overa22 effecjveness f minic it is ihter tipq -that posl-tive-

responses to item 9 were registered by 96 students or 68.2% and that

positive responses to item 20 were registered by 103 students or 732,

indicating reasonable consistency in these two measures and giving more

weight to the reliability of the eValuation survey.

The study's fifth objective is focused on identifying students

who mdght best be se ved by mdnicourses (Group A) and then searching

out those aspects of the cour es that mdght be most applicable to or

least helpful to them. It can be noticed that Group A reSponses for

response 3, item 3, are significantly greater than those of GrOup B.

It can also be noticed that Group A respor es to response 2 3,

are significantly less than those of Group B (see Appendix C ). Such

would indicate that (1) Group A students are more interested in the

fact that xrdnicourses concentrate on a single learning skill and that

(2) Group B student_ find the mdnicourses' short duration appealing.

Again, comparison of the 'responses of these two groups as theg.reacted

to item 7 (see Appendix C) indicates that Group A finds the use of

media most helpful while Group B favors short lecture/discussion

sessions.

Implications

At the local level, the implications of this study focus chiefly

on matters of recruitment, especially since it was learned that the

class Schedule and also College counselors are the chief sources of

recruitment. Even more important to the recruitment proce s is the

fact that counselors are extremely influential in their recommendations

19
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and that counselors are the prominent recommending source di-ecting

st4dents to urses-

At both the local and national levels impl cations of this study

involve both the t eatment employed in minicourses as well as the

eva/uation by students of this treatment. it is interesting that these

implications are rather closely related to Roueche's (1976) study of

non traditional students. For instance, Roueche states that the non

traditional student typically seeks i ediate pay-off in the courses

he takes; and the fact that the students in this study indicate their

preferenc for (1) a short course, (2) a course involving a single

learning skill, and (3) a course that helps them succeed in concurrent

courses seems to corroborate Roueche's findings. Again, Roueche's

contention that the use of individualized, mediated instructional

delivery systems is effective with non traditional students as borne

out in this study, especially inasmuch as Group A students Indicated

their preference for mediated strategies used in minicourses.

Finally, the fact that Group A students and Group B students

gistered significantly different attitudes on only two items in the

survey ay be yet another indication that what many res archers

have been saying for some time is true: What is good or suitable for

the non traditional student is good and suitable for those studen

not so classified.

Recommendations

At the local level, it is recommended that

(1) minicourses continue to be offered at the op imum scheduling

level,

2 0
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(2) minicourses be fea ured in a special s ion of subsequent

clas- Schedules

increased efforts be employed to apprise counselors of min

course effectiveness and of counselor effe tiveness in

directing students to minicourses,

minicourse entries in both the College Catalog and the class

Schedule be edited der to emphasize the fact that each

minicourse concentrates on a single learning skill.

At the national level, it is hoped that the results of this study

will be considered as (1) a serious effort to effect curricular evalua-

tion and improvement through student involvement and an evaluative

design that obtains information that only _tudents can provide, and

(2) pi-t of the research matrix being developed to improve instructional

conditions so that they more effectively serve non traditional students.
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APPENDIX A 20

EL CAMINO COLLEGE
Learning Assistance Center

Au-NrcouRss sTUDEN EV.wATrotvsvR vsr

DIRECTIONS: 1. Please do not write your name on this SurVey.

2. Read the entir6 survey through before you fill it ou

Write only one response for each item on this survey.

4. Please return the survey to the box at the back of the
room when you have completed it and as you are leaving.

You first learned about this workshop --

1. in the Class Schedule

2. in the College Catalog

3. from a counselor

4. from an instructor

5. from another student

6. Other (Please specify)

2. You were ifluenced to take t is workshop by --

1. the Class Schedule

2. the College Catalog

3. a counselor

4. an instructor

5. another student

6. Other (Please specify)

2 4
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Minicourse Survey 2

The fea that appealed to you _most about this workshop was

credit/no credit class

2. is a short class! only 6 weeks long

3. concentrates on one learning skill

4. can be taken at different times during the semester

5. has no prerequisite

6. Other (Please specify)

4. Your chief reason for enrolling in this wor shop was to --

make better grades

2. make it eacier to get the grades you want.

3. become a more efficient and self-confident learner for your

own satisfaction

4. earn one unit of credit

5. Other Flease specify)

Considering your reason for enrolling in this workshop indicated

in item 4 above), the workshop --

1. ha- not fulfilled your expectations

2. has partiafly fulfilled your expectations

3. has completely fulfilled your expectataons

has more than fulfilled your expectations

6. in helping you learn in another course or courses you are presently

taking, you believe this workshop to be --

2. not helpful at all

2. somewhat helpful

3. quite a bit of help,

4. very helpful

5. No opinion because you are not taking another course that

requires these skills
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Minicourse Su

The method or approach you found most useful or helpful in this
workshop 1 --

1. the use of. meal films, overheact projecen- ,
VTR recordings

2 short lecture/discussion sessions

3. in-class skills activities or exercises

4. prescribed out-of-class activi ies, projects, or modules

5. Other (Please specify)

The method or approach you found least useful or helpful in this
workshop is --

2. the use of media -- tapes, films, overhead projector,
VTR recordinas

2. short lectur discussion sessions

3. in-class skills activities or exercises

4.. prescribed out-of-class activities- projects, or modules

5. Other (Please specify)

9. in comp- 1son to other college courses you have completed/ this one
ranks as --

1. not helpful or useful

2. very 2attle help or use

3. SO-SO

4. a lot of help

5. extremely helpful or useful

6. no opinion because you have not taken other College courses

10. Overall, you believe the workshop was of the following benefi o ou:

2. no help at all

very little help

so-so

a lot of help

Fall. 1976
5. extremely helpful
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SURVEY RESPONSES OF AV STUDENTS
COMPLETING MINICOURSES

(N=141)

ITEM 1

You first learned about this workshop

N

48 34.0 1. in the Class Schedule
25 17.7 2. in the College Catalog
33 23.4 3. from a counselor

9 6-4_ 4. from an instructor

13 9.2 5, from another student

13_ 9.2 6. Other

Other Responses

5.7 Learning Center Poster
5 3-5 Other Campus Office

ITEM 2

You were influenced to take this workshop by -

Response

25 _17,7_ 1. the Class Schedule
17 12.1r 2. the College Catalog_

33 23.4 3. a counselvr
9 4,3 4. an instructor

20 14.2 5= another student
40 28.4 6. Other

'

Other Res inses

31 22.0 Self
3 2.1 Family
4 2.8 Other Ca. ,us Office

2 1.4 Learning Center Poster



The. felatana

this workshop was

7 5.p 1.

25 27.7 2.

97 68_B 3.

3 2.1 4.

2.2 5.

4.3 6.

24

ITEM 3

eppealaL _VOL:Most about
it

Response

is a credit/no credit class
is a short class, only 6 weeks long
concentrates on one learning skill
can be taken at different times during

the semester
has no prerequisite
Other

Other_R sponses

5 3-5 Teaches you how to learn

1 0.7 All of the above

ITEM 4

Your chief reason for enrolling in this workshop

was to --

N

11_ 7.8 2. make better grades

30 21.3 2. make it easier to get the grades you want

81 57.4 3. become a more efficient and self-confident
/earner for your own satisfaction

2 8.5 4. earn one unit of credit

0 5.. Other

Other Responses

7 5.0 Combinations of responses 1-4

ITEM 5

Considering your reason for enrolling in this
workshop (indicated in item 4 above), the workshop

N

4 2,8 1.

64 45.4 2.

57 40.4 3.

16 11 .3 4 .

RponS

has not fulfilled your expectations
has .rta1lij fulfilled your expectations
has completely fulfilled your expectations'
has more than fulfilled your expectations
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ITEM 6

In Aeipin- u iearA in anc--her course.. or courses
you are presently taking, you believe this workshop to be --

N % LqH21Ise

3 2.1_ 1. not helpful at ell
32 22.7 2. somewhat helpful
j§ 27.7 3. quite a bit of help

54 383 4. very helpful
5. No opinion because you are not taking

another course that requires these skills

ITEM 7

The method or apProach you found most use u- or
helpful in this workshop is

N % Response

20 14.2 1.

38 27,0 2.

71 50.4 3.

4.' 4.

5.

the use of Media - tapes, films, overhead
projector, VTR recordings
short lecture/discussion sessions
in-class skills activities or exercises
prescribed out-of-class activities,
projects, or modules
Other

N % Other Responses

4 2,8 All are useful
1 .7 Guest speakers

ITEM 8

The method or approach you found least useful or
helpful in this workshop is --

29 20.6 1.

17 12.1 2.

2 19.9 3.

39 27.7

Response

the use of media - tapes, films, overhead
projector, VTR recordings
short lecture/discussion sessions
in-class skills activities or exercises
prescribed out-of-class activities,
projects, or modules
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ITEM 8 (cont.)

%

27_ 2_9,1
5 . Other

Other _ResponSes

15 11.3 All were helpful; no method
was less helpful

1 .7 Small group activitie.,

10 7.0 Student did not specify method
or approach

ITEM

In comparison to other-college courses you have

completed, this one ranks as --

spon

2. not helpful or useful
2. very little help or use

3. so-so
4. a lot of help
5. extremely helpful or useful

6. no opinion becuase you have not taken

other college courses

ITEM 10

Overall, you believe the workshop was of the

following benefit to you:

N .11f_rt S

1. no help at all
2. very little help
3. so-so
4. a lot of help
5. extremely helpful

30
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RESPONSE SUMMARY OF GROUP A (N=81)

Res Opse 2 4 5 6

N

=..=1:.WT,=MEEMI.1

Item '1 28. 34.6 16. 19.8 16, 19.8 5. 6.2 9, 11.1 7. 0,6

Item 2 10. 12.3 11. 13.6 19, 23.5 5. 7.4, 22. 14.8 23. 28.4

Item 3 2. 2.5 8, 9.9 66. 81,5 1. 2,2 2. 2.5 2, 2.5

Item 4 0, 0.0 0, 0.0 91, 200.0 0, 0.0 O. 0.0

Item 5 2, 2.5 34. 42.0 38. 46,9 7, 8.6

Item 6 . 2. 2,5 , 25. 18.5 24. 29.6 33. 10,7 7, 8.6

Item 7 16. 19.8 15. 28.5 43. 53.1 4, 4.9 3. 3,17

Item 8 19, 23.5 10. 12.3 15. 18.5 19! 23.5 18. .22,2

Item 9 0. 0.0 5. 6.2 16. 19.8 24 29.6 32, .39.5 4. 4.9

Item 10 0, 0.0 4. 4.9 16. 19,8 35, 43.2 26 32.1

EE2221 2

RESPONSE SUMMARY OF GROUP B (N=60)

3 4 5 6

N

Item 1 20. 33.3 9. 15.0 17. 28.3 4. 6.7 4, 6.7 6. 10.0

Item 2 15. 25.0 6. 10.0 14. 23.3 O. 0.0 8. 13.3 17. 28.3

Item 3 5. 8.3 17, 28.3 31, 51.7 2. 3.3 1. 1.7 4. 6.7

Item 4 11. 18.3 30. 50.0 0. 0.0 12. 20.0 7. 11.7

Item 5 2. 3.3 30. 50,0 19. 31.7 9, 15.0

Item 6 1. 1.7 17. 28.3 15. 25.0 21. 35,0 6. 10.0

Item 7 4, 6.7 23. 38.3 28, 46.7 2, 3.3 2, 3.3

Item 0 10. 16.7 7. 11.7 13. 21.7 20, 33.3 9, 15.0

Item 9 2, 3.3 2. 3.3 13. 21.7 25. 42.7 15. 25,0 2, 3.3

Item 10 1. 1.7 . 5.0 13. 21.7 32. 53.3 10. 16,7

31
32



A

A

A

A

APPENDIX V 28

CRI-SQUARE RESPONSE COMPARISON OF
GROUP A (1181) 4ND GROUP B (N=60)

ITEMS 1-3 AND 5-10, COURSE
EVALUATION SURVEY

_Item #1

3 4

28 16 16

20 9 17 4

28 26 26 5 9 7

20 9 17 4 4 6

Ite

1 2 3 4 5 6

10 21 19 6 22 23

15 6 14 0 8 17

10 11 19

5 6 14 8 17

Item #3

2 4 5

8 __ 1 2. 2
J

5 17 _ 1 2 1 4

06 1 2 2

27 32 2 1 4

Not Signific_

Not Significant

Significant at the .01 Level of
Confidence
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I em #5

4
7

2 30 29

1

4e

36 38 7

_
32 19 9

Item #6

3 4

24 33 7

1 17 15 21 6

17 2

18 15 21 6

Item # 7

1 2 3 4

16 15. 43 4

4 23 28 2 2

16 5 43 4

4 23' 28

29

S4gnificance

Not Significant

Not Significant

Significant at the .001 Level of
Confidence
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Item #8

2 3 4 5

19 10 15 19 18

10 7 13 20 9

19 10 15 19 18

7n 713 20 9
[ 1 _.1

Item #9

2 3 4 5 6
. -

0 5 16 24 32 4

2 2 13 25 15 2

1

4,
5 16 24 32 4

4 13 25 15 2

Itei 10

2 3 4 5

4 16 35 26

11332 10

4 -
4 16 35 26

13 32 10

30

nificance

Neit cant

Not Significant

Not SignifIcant

CLEAk,..
JUNIOR, CCH


